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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 19-21, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 21 recites the limitation "the leader" in claim 19. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Claims 17-19 do not describe a leader. The examiner will 
assume for this action that claim 21 is dependent upon claim 20. 

4. Claim 25 suffers from similar limitation problems. 

5. Claims 19 and 20 recite the limitation "the method" in claim 17. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 17 is a system that does not describe such 
method steps. The examiner will assume for this action that claims 19 and 20 are dependent 
upon claim 18. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 1 1-13, 15-19, 22, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Fenton et al. (5,619,555). 
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8. For claim 1, Fenton teaches a method (abstract) for controlling an electronic conference 
session (col. 1, line 1 - col. 3, line 60) between a plurality of terminals (Fig. 1), said method 
comprising: 

a. Assigning an identifier to each terminal (col. 9, lines 33-45) among a plurality of 
terminals (col. 4, lines 50-65); 

b. Associating at least one identifier with a particular class of terminals among a 
plurahty of classes (col 9, lines 45-50); and 

c. Thereafter, automatically controlling an aspect of participation in the electronic 
conference session for each terminal of the plurality of terminals assigned with an 
identifier associated with the particular class (col. 10, lines 1-20 and 35-50). 

9. For claim 2, the electronic conference session is a teleconference (col. 5, lines 5-15) and 
at least one of the plurality of terminals includes a telephone (Fig. 1, #22). 

10. For claim 4, Fenton teaches controlling an aspect of participation in the electronic 
conference session for two or more terminals of the plurality of terminals having identifiers 
associated with the designated class (col. 9, line 25 - col. 11, line 25). 

1 1 . For claim 5, Fenton teaches providing a terminal among the plurality of terminals with 
access to the electronic conference session in response to receiving an identifier for the terminal 
(col. 5, line 25 - col. 6, Hne 35). 

12. For claim 6, Fenton teaches that the identifier represents a role in the electronic 
conference session for a user of the terminal (col. 6, lines 53-63). 

13. For claim 7, Fenton teaches modifying an electronic connection between two or more 
terminals among the plurality of terminals (col. 5, lines 55-60). 
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14. For claim 8, Fenton teaches terminating the electronic connection (col 5, lines 55-60). 

1 5. Claim 1 1 is drawn to a hardware system that implements the method drawn in claim 1. It 
is well known in the art that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to the underlying 
method. Therefore, since claim 1 is rejected, claim 1 1 is also rejected for the reasons above. A 
teaching that shows the functional equivalence will be included upon request. 

16. For claim 12, Fenton teaches that the plurality of terminals are connected by one or more 
communication paths, each of the plurality providing a user access to the electronic conference 
via at least one communication path of the one or more communication paths, along which 
signals representing the user can be transmitted (Fig. 10, #32 and #34). 

17. Claim 13 is drawn to a hardware system that implements the method drawn in claim 2. It 
is well known in the art that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to the underlying 
method. Therefore, since claim 2 is rejected, claim 13 is also rejected for the reasons above. A 
teaching that shows the functional equivalence will be included upon request. 

1 8 . Claims 1 5- 1 7 are drawn to a hardware system that implements the method drawn in 
claims 4, 7, and 8, respectively. It is well known in the art that a system implementation is 
functionally equivalent to the underlying method. Therefore, since claims 4, 7, and 8 are 
rejected, claims 15-17 are also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching that shows the 
functional equivalence will be included upon request. 

19. Claim 18 is drawn to the limitations in claims 1 and 8, Therefore, since claims 1 and 8 
are rejected, claim 18 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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20. For claim 19, Fenton teaches that the step of associating includes associating as a 
function of a code entered into an electronic terminal by a participant as part of a process for 
gaining access to the teleconference (Fig. 5). 

2 1 . Claims 22 and 23 are drawn to a software system that implements the method drawn in 
claims 18 and 19. It is well known in the art that a system implementation is functionally 
equivalent to the underlying method. Therefore, since claims 18 and 19 are rejected, claims 22 
and 23 are also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching that shows the functional equivalence 
will be included upon request. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in Uie art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

23. Claims 3, 9, 10, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fenton as apphed to claim 1 above, and further in view of Gerszberg et al. (6,020,916). 

24. For claim 3, Fenton does not expressly disclose that the electronic conference session is a 
videoconference and at least one of the plurality of terminals includes a video monitor. 
Gerszberg teaches a method (abstract) of video teleconferencing (col. 1, Une 5 - col. 2, Hne 45) 
with a terminal including a monitor (Fig. 3). At the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have added videoconferencing to provide new services to an end 
user (col. 2, lines 20-30), 
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25. For claim 9, Fenton does not expressly disclose terminating an audio portion of the 
audio-visual connection. Gerszberg teaches this Hmitation (col. 8, lines 40-67). At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added this feature to Fenton in 
order to allow user control (col. 2, lines 30-40). 

26. For claim 10, Fenton does not expressly disclose terminating a video portion of the 
audio-visual connection. Gerszberg teaches this limitation (col 8, lines 40-67). At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added this feature to Fenton in 
order to allow user control (col. 2, lines 30-40). 

27. Claim 14 is drawn to a hardware system that implements the method drawn in claim 3. It 
is well known in the art that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to the underlying 
method. Therefore, since claim 3 is rejected, claim 14 is also rejected for the reasons above. A 
teaching that shows the functional equivalence will be included upon request. 

28. Claims 20, 21, 24, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fenton as appUed to claims 18, 19, 22, 23 above, and further in view of Sammon et al. 
(6,563,914). 

29. For claim 20, Fenton does not expressly disclose that the step of terminating includes 
selecting the selected class as a function of a code entered into an electronic terminal by a leader. 
Sammon teaches a method (abstract) for establishing multi-party teleconferences (col. 1, line 5 - 
col. 2, line 15) with cHent identifiers (col. 4, lines 5-10) in which a leader may disconnect 
another person and/or a group of persons (col. 5, lines 40-50). At the time the invention was 



Application/Control Number: 09/944,623 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2145 

made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used a termination by leader step in order to 
ensure proper monitoring and managing of the conference (col. 1, lines 65-66).' 

30. For claim 21, Fenton teaches that the leader is one of a plurality of participants (col. 9, 
lines 35-45). 

3 1 . Claims 24 and 25 are drawn to a software system that implements the method drawn in 
claims 20 and 21 . It is well known in the art that a system implementation is fiinctionally 
equivalent to the underlying method. Therefore, since claims 20 and 21 are rejected, claims 24 
and 25 are also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching that shows the functional equivalence 
will be included upon request. 

Conclusion 

32. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to appUcant's 
disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Harvey can be reached on (571) 272-3896. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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